




approaches	 for	understanding	 the	 text	of	 the	










































death	 in	 light	of	all	 four	Gospel	accounts,	 and	
it	 is	not	my	purpose	to	reproduce	that	body	of	
work.5	 Instead,	 I	would	 like	to	show	that	18:28,	
no	matter	what	 it	may	 indicate	regarding	 the	
historic	Last	Supper	and	 the	 timing	of	 Jesus’	




Jesus	and	Jesus’	 relationship	 to	many	of	 those	
who	are	called	“the	Jews”	 in	 this	gospel.	 I	will	
argue	 that,	 similar	 to	what	may	also	be	 found	
in	John	9,7		the	trial	scene	of	Jesus	before	Pilate	
contains	compound	 irony8	 	 intended	 to	be	ob-
served	by	real	readers	of	FG.	This	irony	results	
in	a	series	of	 indirect	speech	acts	 for	 “observ-





readers	of	 this	 text	may	be	 led	to	critique	the	
actions	of	 “the	Jews”	 throughout	 the	verses	of	
the	trial	scene	and	see	their	celebration	of	Pass-













Irony and the Gospel according to John
	 In	discussing	irony	in	FG	it	is	important	to	
understand	what	 is	at	stake.	 I	want	 to	under-
stand	irony	in	the	trial	scene	of	FG	both	accord-




















	 First,	 the	recurring	conditions	 for	 irony	 in	




























dualism	of	 either	 incipient	Gnostic	 traditions	
beginning	 to	appear	already	 in	 the	early	 first	
century	at	places	 like	Qumran,	or	syncretistic	
Hellenistic	religions	primarily	prevalent	outside	







as	Nicodemus	 (3:1–14,	 7:50–52;	 19:38–42)	 and	
disciples	who	deny	him	such	as	Peter	(18:15–18,	
25–27),	 irony	observed	 in	 the	Prologue	typifies	
what	readers	encounter	 in	 the	 trial	 scene	and	





























lies	 the	entire	Gospel	culminates	 in	 the	arrest,	
trial	and	 lifting	up	of	Jesus	Christ,	 the	hour	of	
Jesus	and	the	moment	that	his	glory	is	revealed.	
	 To	be	 sure,	 the	 text	of	FG	 itself	 and	 the	
Prologue	 in	particular	provide	 the	crucial	her-
meneutical	 key	 for	 understanding	 the	 irony	
of	FG,	but	 this	gospel	exists	within	 the	 larger	
Greco-Roman	world	 in	which	 the	 tradition	of	
Greek	tragedy	would	have	made	 irony	familiar	
for	many	 of	 its	 first-	 and	 second-century	 re-
cipients.	Though	far	removed	from	the	heyday	
of	classical	Greek	 literature	 in	 the	5th	century	
BCE,	the	Gospel	of	John,	likely	written	for	Gen-


























































The Trial of Jesus before Pilate in John and the 
Synoptic Gospels

















the	Synoptic	Gospels	 and	 John,	 the	high	con-
centration	of	similar	material	in	all	four	gospels	
argues	 in	 favor	 for	what	 is	 often	overlooked:	







this	with	 the	 ambiguous	 reply,	 “You	 say	 so”	
(σὺ  λέγεις:	Matt	27:11;	Mark	15:2;	Luke	23:3;	John	
18:37).	 In	 all	 four	 accounts	Pilate	 is	 reluctant	




Mark	15:14;	Luke	23:4,	 14,	 22;	 John	18:38,	 19:4,	
6).	In	all	four	accounts	an	insurrectionist	named	







crowd	 in	ordering	Jesus	 to	be	crucified	 (Matt	
27:26;	Mark	15:15;	Luke	23:24–25;	John	19:16).	
	 Still,	 the	unique	features	of	the	trial	before	






Second	Temple	Period.	 1)	 In	FG	Jesus’	 accus-
ers	defer	 from	entering	the	Praetorium	where	































by	his	accusers	 that	 their	king	 is	 the	emperor	
(19:15),	a	detail	not	found	in	other	gospels.						
	 Since	the	 focus	here	 is	especially	on	 irony	








ful	 for	understanding	 the	 interaction	between	








mentions	of	 “to. pa,sca, ”	2)	 three	distinct	stages	
in	Pilate’s	deliberation,	and	3)	 three	replies	or	








of	compound	 irony	 in	18:28–32	and	consider	 its	
implications	for	the	unique	presentation	of	Jesus	
and	his	mission	found	in	the	trial	episode	in	FG.
Compound Irony in 18:28–32
	 Irony	in	the	trial	before	Pilate	in	FG	is	noth-
ing	new.	Actual	 readers	of	FG	have	 identified	
situational	 irony	 throughout	 the	 trial	 episode	
since	at	 least	 the	 time	of	 the	Church	Fathers.	
Contemporary	readers	of	FG	need	not	be	con-
versant	with	the	traditions	of	early	Judaism	to	


















tionship	 to	others	 in	 light	of	events	 that	swirl	





















cance	 for	 Jesus’	person	and	work	 in	 the	 trial	
episode	as	a	whole.		
	




enter	 the	Praetorium	 in	order	 to	avoid	 ritual	






	 Since	 the	 irony	of	self-betrayal	 in	18:28–32	
concerns	both	ritual	purity	and	customs	associ-
ated	with	Passover	 in	 the	 first	 century	CE,	a	
brief	 consideration	of	 the	 likely	historic	back-
ground	 of	 both	will	 enable	 the	 irony	 of	 self-
betrayal	 in	 this	 text	 to	come	alive	 for	readers	
today.		
	 Flavius	Josephus,	 a	 first-century	historian	
and	hagiographer,	 interpreting	Ezra	 6:19–22	
(cf.	 1	Esdras	7:10–13)	 records	 that	 the	people	









cus”	Eleazar	admitted	people	 into	 the	 temple	
court	who	were	 armed,	 though	 specifically	
mentions	that	many	of	 them	were	not	purified	
(ἄναγνοι)	 (J.W.	5.98–100).	 	First-century	 read-




not	want	 to	now	become	 liable	 to	defilement.	
The	precise	nature	of	impurity	that	would	have	














first-century	readers	as	wanting	 to	 limit	 their	
contact	with	Gentiles	whom	they	believed	to	be	






	 The	association	between	 this	 concern	 for	
ritual	purity	 and	 irony	 in	 the	FG	comes	 into	

















at	Cana	 (2:6)	 or	 the	pool	 of	 Siloam	 (9:7,	 11).32	

















leader	of	the	Jews,	Nicodemus:	“μὴ ὁ νόμος ἡμω〜ν 
κρίνει τὸν ἄνθρωπον ἐάν μὴ ἀκούση πρω〜 τον παρʼ 
















specifically	 Jewish	 institutions	 of	 the	 first	











of	 their	no,moj,	 demonstrated	by	 their	 concern	





to	as	 Jews	 in	 the	narrative	of	FG?	We	might	
say	that	the	irony	of	self-betrayal	to	be	encoun-
tered	 in	18:28	and	the	 image	 it	gives	of	Jesus’	
opponents	in	the	trial	before	Pilate	is	like	a	mu-
sical	 theme	 in	the	finale	of	a	symphony.	 	Here,	









knows	 is	 their	plan	 to	kill	 Jesus.	Despite	 their	
concern	 for	ritual	purity	before	Passover,	 their	
inability	to	produce	an	accusation	against	Jesus	
in	 this	stage	of	 the	proceedings	 (18:30)	demon-
strates	the	 injustice	at	the	root	of	 the	trial.	As	
a	 result,	 the	pa,sca	 in	18:28	which	 the	 implied	
reader	knows	the	Jews	will	eat	but	Jesus	will	




	 In	 this	way,	 the	gospel’s	 actual	 readers,	
understanding	 the	gap	between	the	 ignorance	
of	Jesus’	accusers	and	the	truth	of	Jesus’	 testi-





Passover, Messianic Expectations and Dramat-
ic Irony 
	 Related	 to,	yet	distinct	 from	this	 irony	of	
self-betrayal,	 dramatic	 irony	may	also	be	 en-
countered	by	actual	 readers	of	18:28–32.	Such	
dramatic	 irony	arises	out	of	what	 the	 implied	
reader	already	knows	about	Jesus’	true	identity.	
As	was	the	case	with	the	irony	of	self-betrayal,	
this	 irony	again	works	against	 its	victims	 (the	
Jews),	but	it	also	whispers	something	about	the	
hidden	 identity	 of	 the	defendant	 in	 this	 trial	
which	 is	hidden	 to	Jesus’	accusers	yet	known	
to	the	 implied	reader	 in	FG.	Jesus’	 identity	be-
comes	 increasingly	clear	as	events	 in	 the	 trial	
unfold.	But	already	a	hint	of	 Jesus’	 identity	 in	
18:28–32	 is	given	 in	this	text:	 “[This	was]	 in	or-
der	 that	 the	word	of	 Jesus	might	be	 filled	up	
when	[Jesus]	spoke	indicating	by	what	death	he	
was	about	to	die”	(18:32).	
	 To	more	 fully	appreciate	 the	contribution	





time	 it	 is	necessary	 to	 first	understand	what	
aspect	of	 Jesus’	 identity	 remains	unknown	or	









have	given	 testimony	that	Jesus	 is	 the	Son	of	








lies	 the	 important	observation	that	18:28–32	 in-
troduces	dramatic	irony	that	recurs	throughout	
the	 trial	of	 Jesus	and	victimizes	Jesus’	 Jewish	
accusers	again	both	 in	 their	desire	 to	 release	












day.	 In	FG	 it	appears	 to	have	connotations	of	
both	envoy/servant	of	God	as	well	as	some	sort	














	 Two	prior	 scenes	 in	FG	may	be	 briefly	
mentioned	as	setting	the	stage	for	the	dramatic	
irony	associated	with	 the	 trial	 episode.	They	
concern	details	 that	 the	 implied	reader	recog-
nizes	as	related	 to	Jesus,	 identified	as	king	or	
Son	of	God,	at	 the	Passover.	The	first	scene	 is	
the	 feeding	of	5,000	 in	Galilee	 (6:1–15)	which	 in	









loaves	and	 fishes,	 the	crowd	believes	Jesus	 to	
be	“the	prophet	coming	into	the	world”	and	at-
tempts	to	take	him	by	force,	to	“make	him	king”	
(6:14–15).	 Jesus	 flees	 to	prevent	 this	 from	hap-
pening,	 for	he	 is	not	 to	be	a	king	who	merely	
provides	food	that	perishes	(6:21)	as	they	think.	
He	and	his	words	are	 for	eternal	 life	 (6:62–69).	
A	second	episode	of	interest	in	FG	that	sets	the	







than	 in	any	of	 the	other	gospels,	 for	only	John	
includes	the	words ὁ βασιλεὺς του〜  ’Iσραήλ.	The	
addition	is	likely	an	allusion	to	Zeph	3:15	(LXX).37	
Only	in	FG	is	Jesus’	triumphal	entry	associated	
with	 the	 raising	of	Lazarus,	where	 Jesus	has	
overcome	death	and	the	 impurity	of	 the	 tomb	








	 How	might	 actual	 first-century	Christian	
readers	have	understood	 the	dramatic	 irony	
encountered	 in	18:28–32	that	culminates	 in	 the	
proclamation	of	 Jesus	as	king	by	Pilate	at	 the	
Passover?	This	 is	 impossible	 to	know	 for	cer-
tain.	Still,	 rabbinical	 instructions	recorded	after	
the	 first	century,	even	 though	they	cannot	be	




church	revealed	 in	New	Testament	 texts	 that	
we	might	otherwise	miss.	First,	we	find	that	in	
the	 later	rabbinical	 literature	an	association	 is	
made	between	Passover	and	the	eschatological	
reign	of	God	that	appears	to	be	borne	out	in	the	









were	being	 interpreted	 in	 light	of	 the	eschaton 




demonstrated	above,	 in	FG	 this	aspect	of	 the	
Jerusalem	entry	is	highlighted.		Second,	Wayne	
Meeks	points	out	that	the	hour	of	noon	on	Nisan	
14	 is	recognized	 in	 the	rabbinical	 literature	as	
the	 time	when	all	 leaven	must	be	destroyed	
and	the	Passover	proper	begins.41	The	rabbini-
cal	 prescription	 to	 remove	 leaven	before	 the	
sixth	hour	 is	not	 found	 in	 the	Hebrew	Bible.	
Here	 leaven	 is	merely	 to	be	removed	on	 “the	
first	 day”	 of	 the	Feast	 of	Unleavened	Bread	
(Exod	12:15).	However,	 in	Paul’s	 first	 letter	 to	
the	Corinthians,	the	removal	of	leaven	is	clearly	




ened	dough,	 for	 our	paschal	 lamb	Christ	has	
been	sacrificed”	 (1	Cor	5:7).	 	 It	 therefore	seems	
entirely	possible	that	from	early	on	instructions	
about	completing	 the	search	 for	 leaven	before	















	 Briefly	 summarizing,	 dramatic	 irony	 in	
18:28–32	highlights	 Jesus’	 identity	 as	king	 of	
the	Jews	and	his	word	as	that	which	aligns	him	








over	and	true	Passover	 in	19:14	 is	clearly	 fore-
shadowed	in	18:28–32,	as	a	result.
	 We	now	consider	what,	 if	any,	 the	 impact	
of	 these	 two	colliding	worlds	of	 the	Jews	and	
followers	of	Jesus,	elicited	 from	the	compound	




False Versus True Passover: 
A Two-Level Narrative (18:28–19:16)
	 Irony	in	art	and	narrative	has	been	said	to	
invite	 readers	 to	perceive	a	 two-level	 reality.	
Not	only	is	there	a	readily	visible,	familiar	world	
in	the	narrative	where	the	usual	rules	of	power	
are	 taken	 for	granted	and	 the-powers-that-be	






The	Pharisees’	words	 imply	 that	 they	 have	
come	from	God	and	are	equipped	to	evaluate	or	
judge	others	to	obey	God’s	law.	But	the	implied	
reader,	 aware	of	 the	 content	 in	 the	Prologue	
and	everything	 leading	up	to	 the	trial	episode,	
knows	otherwise.	To	the	extent	that	a	relation-
ship	exists	between	this	 implied	reader	 in	 the	
text	and	the	real	reader	of	the	text,	the	author	
is	 able	 to	use	what	 the	 real	 reader	knows	 to	
suggest	 that	 the	Pharisees	are	blind	and	 igno-
rant	of	their	own	identity.43		If	such	a	two-level	
world	 of	 irony	 in	 the	narrative	world	 of	FG	
does	indeed	exist,	then	another	place	it	becomes	















	 The	 three	 references	 to	Passover	 in	 the	
trial	before	Pilate,	the	central	“triptych”44	of	the	
entire	passion	narrative,	 are	 the	only	explicit	
references	 to	Passover	 in	 the	arrest,	 trial,	 and	
crucifixion	of	Jesus	narrated	by	FG.	They	clus-
ter	 in	the	scene	of	Jesus’	trial.	The	trial	begins	
with	a	πάσχα	not	yet	eaten	 (18:28),	 it	 is	briefly	
interrupted	by	Pilate’s	attempt	to	release	Jesus	
in	 connection	with	an	apparently	 Jewish	cus-





from	the	 fact	 that	each	of	 these	three	referen-
ces	to	Passover	is	unique	to	FG,	the	manner	in	
which	each	appears	is	significant.	The	reference	




since	 the	nearness	of	 the	 feast	was	mentioned	
in	13:1.	As	 I	have	demonstrated	 in	 this	paper,	
compound	irony	in	this	passage	apparent	to	the	
implied	 reader	 of	FG─and	highlighted	by	 a	
historical	 investigation	of	 the	gospel’s	 intended	











in	having	 Jesus	crucified,	 their	 celebration	of	
Passover	is	morally	bankrupt.		Finally,	as	I	have	
demonstrated,	nothing	 in	 the	text	explicitly	 in-
dicates	why	the	narrator	has	chosen	to	mention	







completely	miss.	Again	 the	 focus	 is	on	 the	 in-
valid	Passover	of	Jesus’	accusers,	coupled	with	
the	 increasing	awareness	of	 the	crucified	Jesus	
as	 the	 focus	of	all	 that	 is	valid	and	genuine	 in	
this	text.
	 Second,	these	three	explicit	Passover	refer-
ences	 occur	 in	 tandem	with	 three	 important	
stages	of	Jesus’	trial.	As	I	have	indicated	above,	
Jesus’	accusers,	 the	Jews,	are	 forced	at	first	 to	
try	Jesus	according	to	a	Roman	court	because	
they	 are	unable	 to	 judge	 Jesus	 according	 to	
their	no,moj	(18:31).47	At	this	stage,	Pilate,	though	





Jesus	 is	 guilty	 (18:38)	 and	 the	 Jews	 counter,	
first	with	 the	supposed	authority	of	 their	Law	
and	ultimately	with	 the	 reminder	of	 imperial	
disfavor.		At	this	middle	stage	of	the	trial,	Pilate	







(19:6)	 the	 Jews	 inform	Pilate	 that	 Jesus	 is	 al-
ready	guilty	because	he	has	made	himself	“Son	
of	God”	 (19:7;	 cf.	Lev	24:16),	 a	 term	with	both	
governmental	and	theological	 implications.	This	
pronouncement	ushers	in	a	third	and	final	stage	










the	 loyalty	of	 Jesus’	 accusers	 to	Caesar	alone	
(19:15).	



















ers	and	pits	 their	understanding	of	 law	 (no,moj),	








5:18;	 8:59;	 10:30–1)	because	 Jesus’	word	 (18:31)	
has	 triumphed	over	 them.	The	reader	under-




It	 ends	with	 the	assertion	by	 Jesus’	 accusers	
that	Jesus	 is	guilty	as	charged	because	he	has	






















compound	 irony	 that	 targets	 Jesus’	 accusers.	
18:28–32,	which	stands	at	 the	beginning	of	 this	
text,	 contains	 the	 first	 two	of	 these	 three	ele-
ments	and	 fires	 the	 initial	volley	of	 irony	 that	
establishes	a	two-level	world	in	the	narrative:	a	
world	where	on	one	level	true	Passover	focused	






within	 the	 trial	 episode	 in	particular	 and	 the	
narrative	of	FG	as	a	whole.	 Its	various	 ironies	
establish	a	contrast	which	 is	of	crucial	 impor-
tance	 for	understanding	 the	 trial	before	Pilate	
and	 its	 ensuing	Christology.	 It	 teaches	 the	
listeners/readers	 of	FG	 that	 appearances	 can	
be	deceiving.	 Jesus’	accusers	are	neither	 truly	
clean	nor	do	they	celebrate	 the	true	Passover.	
The	 text	works	subversively	 to	critique	 their	
interpretation	 of	νόμος	 and	 their	 institutions	
related	to	Passover.	But	what	they	celebrate	 is	
not	what	matters	 in	 the	end.	What	matters	 is	
that	 for	FG	the	revelation	of	Jesus,	king	of	 the	













irony	or	paradox	 in	 them,	we	miss	 their	 true	
intention.	They	point	 to	the	 longing	of	God	 for	
the	world	that	culminates	 in	the	cross	of	Jesus	
Christ.	The	shortcomings	of	the	people	narrated	
in	 the	 trial	 of	 Jesus…their	prioritizing	of	per-








King	of	 Israel,	 and	as	one	who	was	 tortured,	
crucified,	 and	 risen	dwells	 among	his	 own	as	
the	hero	of	all	that	are	similarly	oppressed.	His	
kingdom	is	not	of	the	world	and	does	not	func-




	 Though	 the	 specifics	 of	 the	 early	 Johan-
nine	communities	 remain	unknown	 to	us,	 the	
type	of	material	preserved	in	the	Gospel	of	John	
indicates	 that	 the	 Johannine	 community	may	
have	experienced	a	traumatic	rupture	with	the	
















	 “My	kingdom	 is	not	 of	 this	world,”	 Jesus	
says.	 If	what	 is	heard	 in	those	words	 is	a	kind	
of	aloof	disassociation	with	 the	world	and	 the	












to	 the	sufficiency	of	 that	power,	 the	power	of	
the	cross,	 to	overcome.	That	 is	 the	 irony,	 the	
central	paradox	of	 the	Christian	 faith:	 the	 love	
of	God	for	an	unlovable	people,	the	glory	of	God	
amidst	the	abject	shame	and	trial	of	human	suf-
fering.	 Jesus	 is	 the	hero	of	all	who	experience	
trials	in	life...even	the	ultimate	trial	of	death.	But	
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アイロニーを込めてイエスの裁判を物語る
─ヨハネ福音書18：28-19：16における『真の過越祭』を考慮して
ブランキ，ジョナサン・A.
　「ピラトによるイエス裁判」のエピソード（ヨハネ18:28-19:16）は，最後の晩餐とイエスの十字架刑
の歴史的日付（ニサンの月の14日か15日か）を理解するのに重要だと見なされている過越祭と結び付
いた二つの細部（18:28と19:14）を含むテキストとしてよく知られている。この歴史的日付の特定に焦
点を合わせることは，１世紀の過越祭と今日の読者にとってのイエスの人格と業の意義についてこのテ
キストが何を語っているかを決定するには，もちろん重要ではあるが，結局は不十分であることを本論
文は論じる。歴史批評の分析を補うためにナラティブ（物語）批評を用いつつ，一つの言い回しの中に
いくつかの側面が含まれているアイロニーはユダヤ人の祭儀上の清浄の習慣，過越祭をめぐる諸伝承，
来たるべきメシヤへの期待などに馴染みのある１世紀のこのテキストの読者と出逢っていた可能性が高
いことを実証している。そのようなアイロニーは，１世紀と今日のどちらもの，乱用される権力構造を
批評する。それは，その中で十字架につけられたイエスが命を与え，苦しんでいる人々と共にいる新し
いキリスト教的な過越祭を指し示す。
Keywords：過越祭，儀式上の清め，アイロニー，神の子，ヨハネによる福音書
